To: Stan Kaczmarek[StanK@demaximis.com]

Cc: Sharon Budney[BudneySL@cdmsmith.com}; Frank Tsang[TsangC@cdmsmith.com];
Gary.Foster@CH2M.com[Gary.Foster@CH2M.com];
George.Hicks@CH2M.com[George.Hicks@CH2M.com];
James.Brinkman@CH2M.com[James.Brinkman@CH2M.com];

Jennifer. Wilkie@CH2M.com[Jennifer. Wilkie @CH2M.com]; John Rolfe[jrolfe@demaximis.com}; Willard
Potter[otto@demaximis.com]; Robert Law[rlaw@demaximis.com]; Basso, Ray[Basso.Ray@epa.gov};
Hoppe, Michael[Hoppe.Michael@epa.gov]; Todd King[TKing@gldd.com]; Elizabeth A NWK
Franklin(Elizabeth.A.Franklin@usace.army.mil)[Elizabeth.A.Franklin@usace.army.mil

From: Vaughn, Stephanie

Sent: Wed 12/11/2013 4:06:45 PM

Subject: RE: RM 10.9, active cap layer....

Hi Stan,

We are reviewing the technical memo you submitted this morning and will get back to you with
a response.

In the meantime, you may begin placing the armoring/geotextile layer this afternoon, however
the group is doing so at their own risk.

Thank you,

Stephanie

From: Stan Kaczmarek <StanK@demaximis.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2013 9:40 AM

To: Vaughn, Stephanie

Cc: Sharon Budney; Frank Tsang; Gary.Foster@CH2M.com; George.Hicks@CH2M.com;
James.Brinkman@CH2M.com; Jennifer.Wilkie@CH2M.com; John Rolfe; Willard Potter; Robert
Law; Basso, Ray; Hoppe, Michael; Todd King; Elizabeth A NWK
Franklin(Elizabeth.A.Franklin@usace.army.mil)

Subject: Re: RM 10.9, active cap layer....

Stephanie,
Attached are the CPG's answers to the questions raised in your email of 12/10/13. CPG has
presented overwhelming evidence that the active layer meets the approved design criteria and is

ready to be armored starting this afternoon. All equipment and material are now in place for this
next stage of the project to be implemented.
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Stan

Stan Kaczmarek, PE

de maximis, inc.

186 Center Street, Suite 290
Clinton, NJ 08809

(O) (908) 735-9315

(C) (973) 978-9621

>>>0n 12/10/2013 at 4:28 PM, in message
<4008365662c442dab4cd221001fbbbe4@BL2PR09MB017 namprd09.prod.outlook.com>,
Vaughn Stephame <Vaughn. Stephame@epa gov> wrote:

H1 Stan

§We are st111 rev1ew1ng the modlﬁed act1ve layeri
iof the cap that has been placed in the rlver and
‘may have additional comments. In the -
meantime, however, I Want to share the
followmg These eomments are based on the
ftechmcal memos subm1tted on December 3, 5
and 9 2013, as Well as the ﬁnal cap design and
the memo from Dr Danny Relble dated June 2
:2013 ; -
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| ~ The active cap des1gn and model
;caleulatlons are based on a certain carbon mass
in the cap ‘The 3-inch thick cap is derived
ﬁbased on AquaGate havmg a dens1ty of 80# per
;CUbIC feet to arrive at a certain carbon mass m
the cap. If the AquaGate has only 9 lb per ; ‘
cubic feet, then the carbon mass in the . . f |
quuaGate 18 correspondmgly reduced Even
though we ‘may meet the 3- inch thick . f |
requirement, we have not met the mtent of the
Edes1gn (to achleve the carbon mass) .

| Regardmg the total earbon analys1s
fw1th0ut collecting a centrol sample (e, a
sample of 30% Aquagate and 70% sand
§m1xture from a bueket) as the baseline, we
cannot tell if any carbon is lost durmg |
;plaeement This control sample was requested

by EPA and dlscussed Wlth the CPG Please
fexplam Why 1t was not analyzed . i
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The CPG has performed a ealeulatron
ﬁshowmg a 30 v% Aquaga fe mixture should
have 2.6% of carbon and a 25 v% Aquagate .
%mrxture should have 2 l% of carbon The ﬁ f Q
gearbon results from the 5 core samples range ‘
from 1.7% to . 3 % ‘Two of the 5 core samples
did not meet the minimum requrrement of 2. l%
ffand the average ef the 5 core samples do not |
;meet the average requrrement of 2 6%

: Based on the earben analysrs 1t appears
;}that the quantrty Of earbon in the \ -

fdesrgn requrrements of > 6% Therefere the |
cap may not meet the stat ed desrgn lrfe Qf 2‘5()+‘
years. At a minimum, the CPG willneedto
frecaleulate the desrgn lrfe ef the cap based en j
the actual sample results te see 1f 1t meets the \

desi Qﬁcruerla

i
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%Gwen all thls uneertamty We are stﬂl -
;evaluatmg whether it makes sense to place the
armor layer at this time. As stated abeve the f
design life of the cap wﬂl need tobe ;
recalculated and a robust post-cap placement -
:momtormg plan must be put m plaee to assuref

;Thanks
{Stephame
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